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cent. That is perfectly true ; but what was the'
state of things under the tariff in operation during
the Mackenzie Governnent ? It was this : The
average rate of duty in 1878 upon the total
importa into Canada fron the United States was
9 per cent and upon the total imports from Great
Britain it was 17 per cent, a discrimination of 8 per
cent, the same identically as that which exista to-
day. I)id Isay identically ? Far fron it. A discri-
inination infinitely greater, for this reason : that our
importa fron the United States consist now to a
larger degree than ever before of free goods, whereas
fron Great Britain they consist to a larger degree
thani ever before of manufactured products. Why,
these gentlemen who are posing to-day as the
friends of trade with Great Britain, enjoyed five
years of power, and I think we may fairly judge
then by their works. What was the trade of our
country when they took hold of the tariff ? We
inported iin 1873, the last year of Conservative
rule, $68,500,000 worth of goods fron the mother
country. In 1878, after these gentlemen had'
been five years in office, we imported only'
837,(X),I(M), or a decrease of $31,(X)0,000; where-i
as our trade with the United States increased!
fron 47,750,(00 in 1873 to $48,600,000 in 1878,
or three quarters of a million of an increase, a8
conmpared with$31 ,(XM),O0 of a decrease in our trade
with Great Britain during the period these gentle-
ien held office. If our tariff to-day discriminates

against Great Britain, the ti ade returns do not bear
that statement out, because we imported iin 1891
,5,000,0(M) worth more of goods into Canada fron

(reat Britain than we did in 1878, the last year
these gentlemen were conducting the affairs of the
eountry. The one point I wish to press upon the
House is that tiere was exactly as high a discrini-
nation against imports froni G.reat Britain under
their tariff as exists to-day, that our trade with the
mother country, in spite of the increase in duties,
is larger to-day thaun when these gentlemen left
office, and that the discrimination in our tariff, not
as against British goods but as against that class
of goods which we iiport from Great Britain, is
not greater than it was when these gentlemen held
ofice. They know perfectly well, as the Minister
of Justice lias sait, that they are atteuipting to
deceive the people of this country when they talk
of discrimination against British goods in our own
tariff. Why is it our imports of free goods fromn the
United States are so large? Last year we imported
.4,000,(00 worth of raw cotton fron the United
States. Now, if we impose a duty of 5) per cent on
that article, would it pronote trade with Great
Britain ? It would simply have the effect of adding
a tax on the people without in any way assisting
our trade with Great Britain. It is true, I
an glad that it is true, that within the last two
years we have had duties upon articles of agri-
culture and beef products for the purpose of
protecting the Canadian agriculturist, but if
these goods were made free, we should simply
admit more of thems froim the United States
without benefiting our trade with Great Britain
in any degree. If the policy proposed were carried
out, instead of our imîporting as we did last year
three times as nuch of mnanufactured goods from
the mnother country as we did from the United
States, the effect would be to revert to the condi-
tion of things which existed between 1873 and 1878.
in other words to increase our imports from the
United States and throw the trade which we now
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do with Great Britain into the lap
cans.
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